The first concerns the way in which the outcomes are defined. First of all, are passive and active relief as defined for the regression the same as for the sequential analysis? This is not clear. If they are the same, please add a sentence to indicate that is the case. Secondly, for the sequential analyses, it is not clear what the differences are between sickness absence and passive relief. Perhaps if all the benefits of sickness absence were listed so that the reader is made aware of the differences this would be helpful and define whether they include the benefits of the passive relief group.
My other comment is of larger concern and has to do with the regression analysis itself. Why was 52 weeks chosen and not 104 weeks? This is puzzling and needs to be justified better. Did the authors consider doing 2 regressions, with the other being at 104 weeks? Further was there any adjustment in the models for example age, sex, or other relevant work related variables (e.g. previous episode of LBP)? There is no mention of any adjustment and it is common to include age and sex as a minimum. If these are just crude models, this needs to be clearly justified and mentioned in the limitations section. Perhaps this is because no adjustment is possible with sequential analyses, however it may be interesting to present crude regression models and adjusted showing the potential impact of accounting for important confounders and the limitations of sequential analysis.
Introduction
 It may be useful to provide some (brief) background for the reader on your vocational rehabilitation trial. There were several study details that emerge in your methods regarding the trial that could be explained on the front end to reduce any confusion. 
Methods
 In the outcomes paragraph, could you move the explanation of active and passive relief to an earlier point in the paragraph? These concepts lack clarity until you make it to the end of the end of the paragraph. Maybe some details about active/passive relief could also be inserted on the front end.
 On page 7 line 4, you refer to "all of the benefits related to sickness absence". Are you referring to sickness benefit, retirement benefit, etc.? Not entirely clear to the reader.
 I was curious to know why you provide no sample description or univariate analyses. Since this is a standalone paper, it would have been helpful to know more about the study participants.
 When conducting a sequence analysis, would one control for other variables? Did your analytical approach control for covariates or confounders? In your logistic model, did you control for other variables and were they different from the sequence analysis?
 You define the volatility and integration indicators. Is there any way to provide some insights on how exactly they are calculated?
 Given your lower sample size, were there any power considerations for a sequence analysis?  Figures 1 and 2 are not standalone. They require some description.
Results


VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer 1: This is an interesting paper with a novel approach to analyzing return to work. I have only a couple of concerns that I hope will bring greater clarity to the results and the article for the readers.
R1.1. The first concerns the way in which the outcomes are defined. First of all, are passive and active relief as defined for the regression the same as for the sequential analysis? This is not clear. If they are the same, please add a sentence to indicate that is the case.
Our response: We agree, the current version is unclear. We have now written explicitly which outcome categories belong to the regression and sequence analysis respectively, clearly indicating that they are not similar.
R1.2. Secondly, for the sequential analyses, it
is not clear what the differences are between sickness absence and passive relief. Perhaps if all the benefits of sickness absence were listed so that the reader is made aware of the differences this would be helpful and define whether they include the benefits of the passive relief group.
Our response: Again, we agree, and have added a sentence listing the two possible benefits related to sickness absence, and hopefully made it easier for the reader to see the difference to the passive relief group.
R1.3. My other comment is of larger concern and has to do with the regression analysis itself. Why was 52 weeks chosen and not 104 weeks? This is puzzling and needs to be justified better. Did the authors consider doing 2 regressions, with the other being at 104 weeks?
Our response: The 52 week period for the regression analysis was chosen as a period of 104 weeks between baseline and the -cross sectional -point estimate 2 years later would be too long in relation to causality. The original idea of applying a period extending that of the regression analysis in the sequence analysis was to capture information of labour market participation after the f/u period of the regression analysis. This is now explained in the section in the discussion, where this is addressed.
R1.4. Further was there any adjustment in the models for example age, sex, or other relevant work related variables (e.g. previous episode of LBP)? There is no mention of any adjustment and it is common to include age and sex as a minimum. If these are just crude models, this needs to be clearly justified and mentioned in the limitations section. Perhaps this is because no adjustment is possible with sequential analyses, however it may be interesting to present crude regression models and adjusted showing the potential impact of accounting for important confounders and the limitations of sequential analysis.
Our response: We chose not to adjust for any covariates / potential confounders, as the initial step showed no difference between the two intervention groups. However, we have run the analyses adjusting for a number of potentially relevant covariates, and this did not alter the conclusion. This is now stated in the results section. The fact that sequence analysis models cannot be adjusted for covariates, is mentioned in the limitations section of the discussion.
Reviewer 2: Thank you for the opportunity to review the paper entitled: "Using sequence analysis to assess labour market participation following vocational rehabilitation for patients with low back pain" Your paper was a pleasure to read and offers an interesting analytical procedure that may help advance our understanding of return-to-work (RTW). There are several areas in which your paper could have been enhanced with added clarity.
Introduction
• It may be useful to provide some (brief) background for the reader on your vocational rehabilitation trial. There were several study details that emerge in your methods regarding the trial that could be explained on the front end to reduce any confusion.
Our response: We have added a new section with information in the first part of the methods section, describing content in the two intervention arms.
• Sequence analysis seems to provide an analytical tool that will enable us to understand RTW from a dynamic perspective. Our response: This is an interesting discussion. Unfortunately we do not have data that enables us to assess the (dynamics of the) LBP condition after the baseline measurement, but only the work participation.
Methods
• In the outcomes paragraph, could you move the explanation of active and passive relief to an earlier point in the paragraph? These concepts lack clarity until you make it to the end of the end of the paragraph. Maybe some details about active/passive relief could also be inserted on the front end.
Our response: Reviewer 1 had similar comments to the description of active / passive relief, and the section "Outcomes" in "Methods" has been changed. The description opens in the 2nd sentence in the paragraph.
• On page 7 line 4, you refer to "all of the benefits related to sickness absence". Are you referring to sickness benefit, retirement benefit, etc.? Not entirely clear to the reader.
Our response: Reviewer 1 had similar concerns, and we have added text clarifying which benefits relate to our definition of "sickness absence".
• I was curious to know why you provide no sample description or univariate analyses. Since this is a standalone paper, it would have been helpful to know more about the study participants.
Our response: We have added a new Table 1 with a sample description in the methods section. The initial bivariate analysis showed no differences between the two groups on any variables, which is mentioned in the first sentence of the results section.
• When conducting a sequence analysis, would one control for other variables? Did your analytical approach control for covariates or confounders? In your logistic model, did you control for other variables and were they different from the sequence analysis?
Our response: Reviewer 1 raised this question too, and further explaining text has been added to the 2nd paragraph of the results section. Sequence analysis does not allow for confounder control, which is now specified in the methods section, the discussion, and the section "Strengths and limitations of the study".
• You define the volatility and integration indicators. Is there any way to provide some insights on how exactly they are calculated? Our response: A paragraph explaining how the indicators have been added to the in the section "statistical analysis" in the Methods section.
• Given your lower sample size, were there any power considerations for a sequence analysis? Our response: Sequence analysis is intended for data description and exploration, and does not provide a traditional power calculation.
Results
• Page 8, line 53 -you mention the t-test following the multivariable model. Seems out of order. Perhaps describe the bivariate first.
Our response: The bivariate analysis is mentioned in the opening sentence of the results section. The t-test in mention was not part of the initial analysis, but was performed in order to confirm the findings in the logistic regression model.
• Figures 1 and 2 are not standalone. They require some description.
Our response: We absolutely agree, and have added a section in "Methods" describing the 2 figures. 
GENERAL COMMENTS
Thank you for the opportunity to review your resubmission entitled: "Using sequence analysis to assess labour market participation following vocational rehabilitation for patients with low back pain" I was satisfied with the changes you made to the paper and the added clarity.
Some minor details to consider prior to submission:
• On page 5 line 15, the concept of the multidisciplinary LBP intervention pops up out of nowhere. To minimize confusion, I would suggest removing the word "multidisciplinary". Instead you could say -you are applying sequence analysis to compare the effect of two LBP interventions. The reader then learns about these two approaches in the methods (like you currently have it). OR you provide more details on the two interventions in the intro.
• Table 1 -I appreciating having more details on the study sample. However, Table 1 , requires some enhancement. There were several terms I needed clarification on (e.g., vocational education). I would also specify the unit of measurement (e.g., age (years)). Few details existed on how each item was measured (e.g., self-rated health, work ability). Is there anyway to provide some details in a table legend or in the manuscript? Table 1 needs some updated prior to publication.
• Figures 1 and 2 should be stand-alone from the manuscript. Yet there is no table title or description. Also, if the figures are not printed in colour will they still be clear?
• Page 15 lines 10 and 11 should be linked.
• In your results and discussion section, I would remove any causal language or any definitive statements regard sequence analysis. Based on my interpretation of the paper, sequence analysis is descriptive and may provide important insight when comparing two separate interventions on a dynamic outcome.
VERSION 2 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Our response: Done. 5. In your results and discussion section, I would remove any causal language or any definitive statements regard sequence analysis. Based on my interpretation of the paper, sequence analysis is descriptive and may provide important insight when comparing two separate interventions on a dynamic outcome. Our response:
We have carefully examined the results, discussion and conclusion sections, and removed or altered all remaining phrases that suggested causal interpretations of sequence analysis. We completely agree that this analytical approach is descriptive by nature, which should now be reflected throughout the entire ms.
